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> In their evaiuation of behavioral and social research, the President’s
Panel on Mental Retardation suggested that the use of coacepts persently
available for the study of personality development in normal persons would

be a fruitful approach for exploring variables related to such development

in the mentally retarded. It was further suggested that the process of
systematic diagnosis of the retarded might well be approached by information
gathered through a battery of iamstruments which yielded data oan hitherto
relatively unexplored personality dimensions. .

In recent yeaxs, the literature has repcrted a number of dichotomous
descriptive personality scaies all of which seen ko have a basic commu-
nality with regard to the dimensions of pevsonality which they purport to
measure. In effect, alil the reported instruments apparently evaluate ths
extent to which the individual is self-motivated, directed, or controlled
(internal frame of reference) or the extent to which the environment exerciscs
major influence on his behavior (external framez of reference)., Thus, the
Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study (Rosenzweig et al, 1948) gauges intro-
punitive vs. extropuanitive behavior, while the Children's Locus of Control
Scale (Bialer, 1960, 1261}, the Children's Picture Test (Battle and Rotter,
1963), and the Intellectual Achievemznt Responsibility Questionmarie (Crandall
et al, 1965) were desicned to measure, the extent to which various event
cutcomes are conceptualized as being under intermal vs. external coantrol.
In a related dimension, the Children's Embedded Figures Test (Karp and
Konstadt, 19563) is designed to explore the field dependence vs. field
independence construcl (Witkin et al, 1954

The RP-F, CLC and CEFT have haretofore been used with subject pon-
ulations inciuding both normzl and retarded children. However, to date,
the CPT and T&RQ have been administered only to normal subjects., Never-
the less, implicit in 211 the findings is a developmental trend from an
external to an internal orientation with increasing age. In addition,
Lefcourt (1966) in a major review of reséarch on internal vs. exkernal
control of reinforcements has concluded that the internal-external dimension
predicts to different social behaviors, learning performance, and achieve-
mené-related activities. However, no significant efforts have bezn made
to correlate the various instruments delineated above with each othar in
order to determine the extent to which they may measure the same behavior
and, further, vhether as a group they can supply meaningful information
relevant to the educational characterisztics and curriculum nezeds of the
mentally retarded. Also, no attempt has been made to relate the develiop-
mental aspects of the internal-external orientation to academic achiesvement.

CF

ves of the present study were: (2) Lo examine the response
characteristics of educable mentally retarded children on the above dichotomons
descriptive personality scales; (b) to study the relationships among those
scales to each other and to academic achievements at various chronological
age (CA) levels in retarded students; (c) ko isolate, if possible the common
personality dimeasicns of the given scales at the various CA levels ip retarded
subjects; and (d) to ezamine the development trends of the given pcrs
characteristics in educable retardares and to compare these Lrends wib
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group data where avzilable. As a supplement to the empirical aspects of the
. preceding objectives, the following general hypotheses were advanced: (a)
there ic 2 significant relationship between the various personality scales
at all CA levels under consideration; and (b) there is a developmental trend
across the CA range represented by the sample such that responses tead to

move toward an increasingly greater internal frame of refereace with increasing

age.
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Subjects:
Additional data (to b= incorporated into our final report) is presently
being drawn from parcchial school and institutionalized retardad groups who
are comparable to those already sampled. This is aimed at doubling our total
sample size. It is expected that the results thus provided wiil yield broader
implications for the education of the retarded. Consequently, the present
interim report is based on the data from subjects which represent a partial
sample. Interpretations drawn from such data must be considered in that light.
The subject sample consisted of 30 EMR children at each of the CA lavels
9, 11, 13, and 15 years —- drawn from special classes of the New York City
Public schools (¥=120). TFor our purposes, the given CA level included a
pexriod roughly 6 months above znd below the given level. For example CA 9
covered 8-6 to 9-5. The sample ranged in IQ from 50 to 75, in CA from 8-6 to
15-4, and in MA from 4-3 to 12-0. It should be noted that the data obtained
from 15 seven year old pilot subjects were not included in the amalysis (as
had originally been pl

nned). The pilot study findings had indicated that
1

a
the cognitive and verba requirenents of the various instruments were pxcebably
not within the capabilities of the seven year old retardates vwhich were
available to us. -

Subjects were selected if they met the following criteria (hence do not

‘constitute a completely random sample):

1. 1IQ scores were within the range of 50 to 75.
2. No severe ewmotional problems or physical disabilities were notod on
the school record cards '
- 3. English was the dominan language spoken at home (this criteria was
observed only in selection of the younger half of the sample).

LI b NI ]

In addition, care was taken to balance the sample population in regards
to race and sex of the subjects. The present total sample composition i
presented in Table I.

Materizls and Procedure

Each 8 was seen ndividually, and the follewing instruments were admin-

i
. istercd in twe separate (A.}. and P.M.) sessions in the given order:

”

Intelleckual Achievemcnt Rezponsibility Questionnaire (IARD). The
original children's TAR scaln (Crandall et al, 1955) is composed of 34 forced-
choice items. Each item stem describes either & positive or a negative
achievement experience which routinely occurs in children's daily lives. This
stem is followed by one alterpative stating that the event was caused by the
child and another stating that rhe even occurred because of the behavior of
someone else in the child's imm=zdiate erviromment. Internal alternatives are
designated by the symbol "I"., Fositive-event ilems are indicated by a plus
sign and negative cvents by a minus sign folloving the "I, A child's I+ score

-
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is obtaimed by summing all positives
his I-score is ths tcotal cf al gative events for whick he assumes "biame"
His total score is the sz of his I+ and his I- subscores.

itive eveats for which he assumes 'credit", and
1 ne

The authors (Crandall et al, 1965) state that they specifically designed
the scale to differ from the Chvldfen s Locus of Control Scale and the Child-
ren's Picture Test of Intermal-Externzl Coztrol in three crucial dimensions:
a) It is designed to assess children's beliefs in reinforcement responsibility
exclusively in intellectual-academic achievement situations, b) the test
limits the source of external conirol to those persons who most often come in
face-to-face contact with a child--his parents, teachers, and pzers, and
c) it was constructed to sample both positive and negative events for wvhich
an individual could accept responSLbllxty.

The test has been used in a major study by Crandall, Katkovsky, and
Crandall (1965) with 523 normal elementary school ch;ldren from thixd to
twelfth grade. They found that the scale had little relationship with intel-
ligence and socio-ccomomic status, a slight general tendency for positive,
negative and total I-scores to increase with age; and total I scores correlated
positively and significantly with almost all achievement test measure.

In the present study, the original IARQ scale was used to test a pilot
population of 10 educably mentally retarded children who were ail around

9 years of age. The results obtained from this sample made it evident that

the meaningful use of this instrument with the educably mentally retarded

would necessitate & modified and more simple IAR scale more suitable to the
cognitive and the verbal skills of the intended subject population. Conse-
quently, the sczle was reduced in size from 34 to 24 items; and two examples
were intrcduced as a "warm up' to precede the test items. All 24 items aze
modifications of the questions introduced in the original IARQ--no ncw items
were added. Samples of original and modified TARQ are presented in Appendix Aj,

and Appendix Aj.

¥With the present sample a reliability of .57 was obtained, using Cornbach's
alpha (reliability via variance).

Children's Picture Test of Internal-External Control (CPT). The test
consists of six cartoon items, in which the s 5j ct is asked to state "what
he would say" in various life-like situations which involve the attributio
of responsibility. The items arz= scored along a seven-point scale with three
degrees of intermality, threc of externality, and a nondiscriminzatory midpoint.
The h191°r the score the morg cexternal the orientation. '

In a major stLay utilizing the Children's Picture Test, PRattle and Rotter
(1963) studied 80 sixih and eighth grade Negro and white cﬁlldrcn sclected on
the basis of sex, social class, and ethnic group membership. The Bialer-
Cromw~ll Tocus of Control Scale was used in the study te "determine its
relationship to the projective test being studied,”

Some of the results are significant for our present purposes. The
findings were, a) a relationship between irternal-external control between the
attitudes and social class and z2thanic arouv, b) significant correlalion between
the Bialer-Cromicll Locus of Control Scale and the CPT, and c¢) the overall
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findings lend SL“pOTC to tne construct validity of the 1n*e*na1-ekgelna1

control variable as a generalizsd personzlity dimension,

In the present study CPT was admln_scerad 1nd1v1dua11y employing an
oral caré-by~czard method. The instructions and the comments on each card
were read by the Exemiver and S’s respouses ware recorded verbatim. A
sample of ihis instrument is presgbued in Appendix B.

Karp~Constadt Children's Embedded Figure Test (CEFT). The Children's
Figures Test originally devised by Witkin et al (195%4) znd is a revision of
the children's version of the Embedded Figure Test dav1sed by Goodenough and
Eagle (1963). .

The CEFT (Karp & Kenstadt, 1963) consists cf 235 items in which the
subject is reguired iuv find the location of two forms (Tent and House) embed-
ded in complex figures. ke subject is given pre~test practice with figures
which are slightly embedéed in complex forms to illusirate the precedure and
to facilitate his understanding of the task. He then proceeds immediately
intc the test prxecper

The test wes standardized on 160 children ranging in age from 5 to 12

yeaxrs (Karp & Kosstadt, 1962). The subjects were randomly selected from
student populations in N.Y.C. frem neighborhoods of diverse ethnic, religjous,
and racial composition. Validicy coefficient betwi2en CEFT and EFT were .83
tc .85 at 1l-vear level.

The test measures vhat Witkin and his associates call field dependence
and field indepsndence. A field dependent individual is describad as:
""Characterized by passivity in dealing with the environmept

by unfamiliarity with and fear of their own impulses, together with
poor control over them; by lack of self esteem and by possession of
a relatively primitive and undifferentiated body imzge."

A field independent individuzl is described in converse terms. The
CEFT reveals that there is increasing ability of the subjects to detect
the embedded forms from years 5 to 12. This would indicaie 2 developmen-
tal process moving from dependency to indzpendency with increasing age.

Witkin et al (1966) using both EXT and the children's version of that
test, evaluated educable meq“ﬂlly retarded boys in both a special class
and an institutional setiting. Witkin found that field indepandent MR
constitute the prepoqdc ancc of children being sexved in specialized set-
tings (schools and institutions) for the retarded, He suggests that mildly
mentally retarded field de 7en€cﬂt students remain in rcgular school programs
becausc of associated personality and behavioral pattern The implications
of Witkin's initizl probe inko the .area of mzntal retardation has major

implications foi future research.

[
5
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In a paper to be rcad at the Eastera Psychological Association meeting,
Irvipg Stuart (1966) con 111 :s that there is a relationship betwecen percep-
tual field independence and rea

ding ability. le notes, "Conclusions suggest tha
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matching of instructicnal techniques to perceptuzl style for optimum effects
of remedizl procedures."

With the present sample, Crombach's alpha (reliability via variance) was
utilized, and a reliability of .35 was obtained. Sample plate of the CEFT is
presented in Appendix C.

Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study (R°-F). The Rosenzweig P-F is &
limited projective techmique designed to asscss reactions to situations of
stress. The children's form (Rosenzweig et al, 1948} is designed for ages
4 through 13 and consists of an cight-page booklet of twenty-four cartoon-
like drawings. each showing a2 situation likely to occur in any ordinary day.
The stimulus material depicts crudely sketched figures of males and females
(both adults and children) whose facial expressions are deliberately omitted,
but with just enough detail in boih figure and background to suggest the .
overall situarion. However, in ecach cartoon the insiigator of the frustration

as well as the victim are clearly identified.

The subject is requested to give the responmse he thinks the thwarted
person in the cartoon would most likely give, on the assumption that the
subject will identify with and respond for the anonymous figures who are being
thwarted. The frustrating agents are adults and children from both sexes,
while the frustrated person is sometimes a boy and at other times a girl.

The instructions deliberately stress the game aspects of the test.

For the purposss of this study, major attention was directed fo the direction
of aggression variable. Our concern in the Extrapunitive-Intropunitive
dimension which has bzen previously investigaied by Angelino and Shedd (1956).
Using 102 mentally retarded (IQ's 80 and below) ages 6 to 13, those authoxs
found significant differences in the direction of agression at different age
levels between the retarded and the Rosenzweig norm group. They concluded
that beginning with a basically extrapunitive rcspomse, retardates progress
to a basically intropunitive response, recaching each level of reaction aprox-

23
imately two years later than the norm group.

The present study emplcyed the individual oral card-by-card adninistration
method discussed by Lipman (1959) and Mixmow (1952). Exawminers read both the
instructions for tlie test and the comments on each card and recorded the
response of the subject. A sample plate of this scalc is presented in Appeadix D.

s

Bialer-Cromwell Children's Locus of Control Scale (CLC). The construct
“Locus of Comntrol" (LC) is scen as reflecting the individual's ability to
conceptualize the relatiomship between his own behavior and the outcome of
events. Thus, the "Children's Locus of Control Scale" (Bialer, 1960, 1951)
was designad to measure the extent. to vhich a given child characteristically
construes event outcomes (both positive and negative) as being consequential
to his own actions (i.e., internally controlled) rather than as due to the
whims and/or manipulations of Fate, chance, objects, or other pcople (i.e.,
externally controlled), ’

The scale consists of 23 questicns verbally administered, and so wordad
that for some items a "Yes” ans and for otber items a "No' answver are
taken as indicating internal control (ILC). In the administration of the

“
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- questionnaire, S is simply asked to say "Yes" or "MNo" tc each item as it is

read to him; and the .scale is scored in terms of the total number of responses
in the direction of internal ccnirol. The overall score is interpreted as
indicating the S's re’atlve ability to comceptualize the outcome of events as
being under his own control (the higher the score, the more internal the
orientation).

In data de2rived during the standardization of the scale, an adjusted
split-half reliability of .86 was obtained. In subsequent studies, Miller
(1960}, utilizing 100 mentally retarded S's, found an adjusted split-half
reliability of .87; and }¥cConnell (1909) obtained a test-retest relizbility
coefficient of .73 withx 18 retarded S's. Gozali and Bizler ,1968) obtained
test-retest reliabilities of .84 and .87 with original and reverse forms of
the scale respectively--as well as significant indications that the scales
were relatively 1nde1enoenu cf response - set bias among a total populztion
of 189 retardates. .

With the present sample an alpha reliability coefficient of..43 was
obtained.

The questiomnaire was originally coanstructed for a study designed 2o
test hypotheses regarding the deveTODAenLaI aspects of the-ability to
conceptualize success and failare (Bialer, 1950, 1961). The subject popu-
lation consisted of a combined group of 89 EMR and normal children, of both
sexes, ranging in CA frem 6-3 to 14-3 and in MA from 3-10 to 15-9. As
predicted, with increasing age therewas asignificant tencdency toward an
internal locus of control--with MA bein g a more relevant deavelopmental
variable than CA; and thz LC scores co;rela;ed significantly both with ability
to delay gratification and with respomse to success-iailure cues.

‘The later findings of Land and Vimeberg (1955) are among those which
have corxoborated Bialer's results and strengthencd the validity of the LC
construct. In the Land and Vineberg study, administrztion of the Bialer-
Cromwell LC scale to 36 blind children led to the predicted findings that
blind children tend to be more externally conirolled than do sighted children
and that with increasing mental age there was a significant tendency for locus
of contxol to become more internal.

Other £

findings of particular relevance to our present project includes
the . following:

a. McIntyre (1961) found a significant positive correlation
between scores on the Children's Locus of Contrel Scale
and those on a modification of Witkin's Embedded Figures
Test (Witkin, 1954}, indicating that ILC was related to
field independence. Theve was also a high significant
correlation between IQ and EFT scores.

b. Butterfield and Butterficld (1961) found that ELC retarded
children showed higher achievement levels than did ILC
retardates with teachers whose values differed from those
of the students (i.e., ELC individuals may respond more
to the valuss of those around them).




Wide-Range Achicvement Test {(WRAT}. The instrument utilized ir our
study uvas the 1985 revision of the WRAT (Jastak et al, 1965). For our
purposes only the reading and arithmetic sub-tests were employed since the
spelling subtest turned ocut to be too time-coasuming.

10
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The results ill be delineated in accordance with the data relatiag to
empirical objectives and *nose relating to specif
Tes

ng ic hypotheses. The tables
illustrating the findings folloew the reference section cof this report.

Empirical Data

The m~aqs, standard deviations, and ranges for the various CA levels
and for the total sn?pl on the descriptive variables of -Chronological and
Mental Ages (in months), on the personzlity scales, and on Reading and
Aritheetic Grade Level are shown in Table II.

The relationships among the personality scales to each other and to
WRAT scores were examinced by correlational technicues (Pearson r) at each
age level and for the group as a whole. Tablas ITI, IV, V, and VI summarize
the relationships at ages 9, 11, 13, and 15, respectivaly. Tabie VII gives
analogous results for the total sample.

As Table II1 indicates, at CA 9, CEFT and RP-F (I) are significantly
correlated (p <.01); and there is a signlfiCﬂnt negative relitionship
(p €.05) between RP-F (I) ané RP-F (E) as vell as betwszen RP-F () and
RP-¥ (E). There is also a poswt ive relat; h p (p £.05) beizzeen the
arithmetic subtest of the WRAT (AGL) and RP-F (3i). ©No other correlaticas
were significant.

At CA 11 (Table V) t&ere is a significant pos itive relatiouship
(p €.05) between CEFT P-F (1), and batween TARG and RP-F (I). With-
e correlation between

in the RP-F itself, t“cro is a significant positiv
T and ¥ (p £.05) anéd a negative correlation between E and M (p <.05).

e
In regard to correlations with achievement, Table IV shcws that AGL is
significantly related to IARQ, CPT, and RP-T (ii). There were no signficant
relationships between reading scoves (PSL) and the personality scales.

3) indicates a signficant negative correlation (p <.05)
n¢ RP-TF (M) as well as a positive corvelation between
05). ©No other £1ﬁ61103'w ye significant at this age

"Table V (CA
between RP-T (E)
CEFT and AGL {(p <.
Tevel.

"J ""

For the 15-year-oid sample, TaLTe VI notes negative relationships
(p €.05) betwreen TARQ and CLC, CEFT and BP-F (E). Significant negative
corrclations are also obtained within the RP-7 betveen d I and between
E and M, A positive r (p <.01) was derived for CEFT and DRP-F (31).
There were no significant relationships between either ACL or RGL and
personality measures at this level. y

e
i
E an

Table VII indicates that when a more adequate N is utilized, more
meaningful relationships arc cobserved. Thus, S1¢HlflC?nL correlations
are obtainced between CEFT and IATQ (p <.05), CEFT and RP-F (I) (p<.01), .
CEFT and RP-F () (p <.01) and between IARQ and RP-F (I) (p £.05) and
IARQ and RP-F () (p<.01). Within the RP-F, negative relationships
(p €.01) were observed betweea I and E and between E and ¥M. The corre-
lations with achievewent also revesl imteresting trends. TARQ and

11




CEFT both correlate with 3L and AGL (p €-01). AGL zlso correlates with
Re-F (I) and RP-F () (p¢-01). RGL shews a positive relationship to RP-F (I)
(p {-93) and to RP-¥ (5 (D'< 0i). ©Both RGL and AGL shoy a2 nagative corre-
laticn with R2-F (E) (» <.05). No other significant relationships were
apparent Ior the totzl sample. .

The relaticnships batzeen scores om specific personzlity scaies aad
academic success anéd failure were sexamined by a series of Cui Square
analvses for each acadomic area at each age level and for the group as a
whole. TFor purposes of this zanalysis, academic failure was cdefined as
performance at more than ome-half year below MA expectancy. Due to the
lirited sample size at specific age levels, there were inadequztie observed

ain the analysis at those levels. Coasequently,
we are herewith concern h the analysis of the tofzl group data.
Table VIII summarizes that s. Perusal of that table shows signif-
icant Chi Sguare values btetireen IARG and achicvement in both Reading and
Arithm=tic, between CEFT and Arithmetic achievesment, and between CPT  aad
Reading achievement. The remainiag relationships were not significant.
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for all pg iz 1t var abTQS. As iadicated, two £
through Quartimax rotztion. Factor A coasists of
RP-F (¥}, BGL, and AGL. Factor B is comprised of
RP-F (E) and a negative loading for RP-F (). -

The nature of the curve for the develcpmental trend for each of the
perscnality characteristics and for acadeaic achlevemapL 7as examined
. . graphically. The derived curves for IARQ, CEFf, CPT, CLC, RP-F, and
VRAT are presented im Figures A, B, C, D, E aﬂd ¥, rospect ively. In-
specltion of the figures ind;cat;s a dcvploygcﬁual trend from lesser to
greater interna lity ith increasing Ci.

Hypothesis Testin

3xed

- H 1: There is a significant relationship between the various pers--
onality scales at all C4 levels. '

The findings pertinent to this hypothesis have already been di

in the section Ot cmpiricel data in regard to Tebles III, IV, V, a I

However, ve Vil1 limit our subsequnnt irtﬂrpr tations to Lhﬂ data outiined
1

ships among Lhﬁ various scalbs for the group as a vho]e.

H 2: There is a dovn]cPrerta] trend across the Ci range toward an in-
creasingly intermal frame of reference.

This trend was generally indicated by t brnphlc repr

esentations
in the scveral figures described above. In aCL]L ‘s

echniique
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personality ané ach
the follcwing:

1. IaRQ. There is increasing internality from CA 9 to CA 13. HLowever
there is no significant difference between CA 13 and €3 15 (see Tables X,
i, and XIX).

2. CEFT. There is a significant trend toward greater 1
from CA 11 to CA 15. No appareut difference betn :2n CA 9 and CA 11
(see Tables X111, X1V, and XV.)

3. CpT. WNo significaent trends were derived.

OQ

ng
and 13, and aé 9 and 15. Giher trepds were not sicnificant
XVII, anéd ¥7Ii1),

4. CILC. Significant trends are observed betw
Si

el e e
SE Rk a

5. RP-F (E). There was an overall significant diminishing of the
{E) response from CA 9 to CA 15. However, no differences emerged between
8 and 11 and between 11 and 13 {see Tablss XTH_  ¥¥, AND X¥I).

6. RP-F (I). There was a significant increment in the (I) response
from CA 9 to CA 13 a2nd froem CA 9 to CA 15, with no differencs betwzen CA ©
and CA 11. Significant increases were also observed irom CA 11 te 13 and
11 to 15, with no differences between CA 13 and 15 (see Tables XXIT, EMIIT,
and XXIV). '

3’

7. RGL. Reading achievement increase
and CA 9 and 15. There is a leveliang off
ment continues between CA 11 and 15 and be
XXVi, and X3VII),

cotween CA 9 and 11, CA 9 and 13,
tviee C& 11 and 13; and the incre-~
co CA 13 and 15. (sea Tables X¥¥,

S
b
Lne 3
L'

8. AGL. There is a continuous developmenial incrementi in arithsmetic
achievement from one age level to the next (see Tables XXVIII, XXI¥, and
XXX).

In order to determine vwhich w¥as the more relevant developmental wvariable,
partial correlations were obtained between MA and CA and each of the testis
employed with N=120. - 2

- {

When MA was controlled, the following significant correlations (p <.01)

were obtained with CA: (a) CA-TIARQ=.33; (b) CA-RGL=.37; (c) CA-AGL=.47.

When CA was partialled out, the following significant correlations
© (p €.01) were obtaincd with MA: (a) MA-CEFT=.28; (b) MA-AGL=.30.

13
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. DEISCUSSION

The present study set o:t to examine the relationships among a variety
cof both verbal and nonverbal parsonality scales which purport to measure the
eztent to which an individual behaves as if he, on the one hand, or the
envzrcnmenu, on the other, exercises the greater cortrel over the ouicoms
of events. Tie study further investigatad.the developmental tremds involved
in tahis internal-external dimension of personality and its relation to
academic achievemznt among educable retardates.

The present investigation differed from the origimal propo"al in two
respects: (a) it did not coantain 2 sample of seven-year-old S's; and
(b) thke sample was taken éxclusively from the special classes of the New

York City public schools. The seven year olds were excluded primarily on
the basis of pilot study results which ind-caued the inability of that age
group to raspond adequately to all of the instrumeants employed. The ex-
clusive use of public school chilédrea was duc to the consideration that

this particular szmple represented the groups to which major gemevalizations
would be made; and as large 2 sample as possible was therefore desired. 1In
addition, it was prejected that a budget adjvstment would be reguested to
provide for gathering data o6n additional subjects from institutions and
parochial schcols. The use of budgetary funds for this purpose hes been
approved, and additiocnal datz is currently being gathered.

Although we have previocusly herein presented statistical data for each
cf the cn10307001c 1 age levels (9, 11, 13, 15) as well as for the entire
group of 120 S's, for purposes of this inter:m report, major emphasis will
be given to interpretation of the findings for the group as a whole (¥=120).
We are imposing this limitation cn our conclusions for the following reasons:
(a) with the ¥ of 30 S's at each Ci level, it seems hazardous to dras mean-
ingful. 1rp11cat10ps from the limited number of sign ificanL relztionships
vhich emerged; (b) the additional data presently being gathered is aimed
at doubling the sazmple size at each age level; and it is expected that a
subsequent statistical apalysis based on =00 at each level will yield
more meaningful results; c) although snﬁcific personality-achievement
relationships were significant at given age levels, there were few con-
sistent relationships across the C4 range--again moking weaningful inter
pretation difficult; an d (@) information obtained from the precsent sample
of 120 S's seems to represent an adequate pool from vhich we may infer
those trends which will emzrge more strongly when the data fiom the final
sample of 240-S's becomes available.

1=~ t‘l‘

®

It was originally hypothesized that there would be a significan
relationship between the variocus personality scales at each Ci 1eval
(wvhich recessarily implied that this relatiocuship would hold for the
total sample}. This hypothesis was sustained--with certain exceptions
to be presently noted.

In examining the overall results, it is evident that a sienificant
g

10
hat =]
relationship was maintained between the modified IARQ, the CEFT, and each
of the three components of the PP-F, It is important to note that while

14
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en positive, the (E) dimension of the RP-F

n CEFT a é sith the (I) co=ponent of the RP-F.
lidity oi ths caheruct of internal-

as well as to tha2 various scales iavclved.

e (D and (I) édimensions of the RP-F,

the relationships 2re ess
correlated peaaf’vnTy i:
These reSths le*d wae

along wi _H the 1gcat FC loading of (1) with (E) in the factor analysis,
further suggest that cauticn should be exercised in interprating (M) as
indicating an essentially nsutral response among retardates.

However, while the CEFT, the modified IARQ, ard the RP-F appear to
be highly relzied, the converse seems to be true of the CPT and CLC with
our presant saample. It is noteworthy that thase lzzter scales showed a
consistent non-relatedness to each other as well as to the other p2rson-
ality measures--both at 211 CA levels and for the toial szmple., It seems
clear from these findings that CPT and CLC ubasurc-éi‘ferent aspects of
personality than those tapped by the modified IARG, GEFT, AND RP-F in
our sample. The lack of relationshi» betsreen CLC azd CET is ccunter to
that found by Batile and Rotter (1963) with 2 normal sample. However
in an vapublished study, Crandall (Parsonzl Comaunication, 1967) found
that CLC and CPT did not correlate for a Sth grade zample. Obviously,
the paramaters of the relatiomship need further stucy. Crandall ilso
found that whereas CiC and ,ARQ shoved a signific~nz relationship in-

—~Cr22

boys, there were no corras onding relationship emon= the female subjects.
P

s

A number of variables seem to be instrumentzl $n the lack of relation-
ship between CLC and the modified TARQ in cur subjects. While both are

l!)

[N

—e o

verbal scales, the CLC gquestions appcar to require .2 more global and abstract
conceptualization of control of events than do ths =ore concrnte education-
ally oriented questicas of the modified IAR Qa The "'yes'"-"no" respense -
requirement of CLC may also be more p itimg inaccuraie responses,
and this may have been reflected in i 1 o7 reliability among
our S's. It will be important to sec if the apparently total independence
among the CLC, CPT, and modified TARQ axe maintained whan the final data
are anal;zcd. :

Another aspect of this study was to investigate the relation nships of the
personality scales and academic achiicvement in reading and arithmetic. The
Wide Range Achievemcnt Test was utilized because of its brevity in adminis-
tration, its broad assessment range, and its low scorable base. It estimates
reaé¢ing grade level by the ability of the subjsct to recognize and pronounce
a written letter or vord. Arithmetic achievemant irn measured by computatidn
skills. This methcd of assessment of reading and arithmetic skills for a
retarded group is such that it was anticinated 1Lt':u1c provide for a mean-
ingful distribution at each age level and for the tm:al population. In the
present population the anticipated distribution did neot occur.

It can be readily scen that the mezn R-T at C& ¢ wes 1
CA 15 it vas ouly 2.96. TFor the total sample, the Z3L ranged from
7.2 with a mean of 1.95 and SD of 1.Z6. Tn e find: ngs are indica
skeved distribution with the m na jor prO)ortion.o; cares below 3rd
reading, This kiad of distribution had an adverse ¢ffect on the
at each CA level and probably cffects these for the zntire population. The

t
sr
re
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AGL scores for the entire group range from .02 to 5.9 with 2 mean of 2.41 and
SD of 1.2. These results indicate z more

at this juacture it is diff £

findings. '

1t

cr

One might conmjecture that the WRAT is not a discriminating instrument
or that it is unreliable for this pcpulation. Another possibility would Ee
that the students in this szmple have simply not learned to read aand to do

g
arithmetic at the level generally expected. of educable retarded chiidren.
The quality of teachinz, ma2jor deficiencies in experiential background, and
a host of other factors could be ceansidered to explain the findings. The
additional samples from parochial and imstitutional educational progranms
now being gathered should shed some light on this aspect of the prasent
study. Despite the limitations of the achievement data, Table ViI indicates
that significant relationships were obtained between tha medified TARQ and
reading, between reading and aritimetic, and betwsen CEFT and reading for
the total sample popuiation. In addition, all
shoved a significant relationship with both reading
evident from these results that relationships among cartain persomnality

i

o

In analyzing thesz re
twio factors as shown on Ta
TARQ, CEFT, RP-F (I), RP-F ()

2

IX. Factor A which includes loadings of
RZL, and ACL appears to represeant an

ationships further, a factor amalyses yielded
e

3
Enternal Achievement Responsibility Factor; and Facior T which contains
positive RP-F (E) loading and negative RP-T (M) leading represeats an
Externality Factor. These findings add furitl lidity to the comstruct

[
ongly suggest that

of internal-externz2l parsona T
fied IARQ, CEFT, and RP-F are related

1 ™=
these dimensions, as measured by mod
to academic achievement.

The exploration of the relationship between the perscnality wariables
and academic success and failure also revealed some interesting cobservations
regarding the achievement levels of our retarded sub jects.

The limited range in mean reading grade from CA 9 to 15, with its
accompanying skewed distribution encompassing an - oyvergbundance of PCOY
readers led..to difficulty in analyzing the results. It was found that
at ages 9 and 11 there were few cases of failure, while values at ages
13 and 15 there were few cases of success. Significant Chi Square values P
were not obtaimed at any age level betiseen the personality scales and
academic success and failure. When the analyses were carried out using
the total group, significant relationships were found bestween the mod-
ified TAPRQ end reading (p £.05), beiwecn TARQ and arithmetic (p£..05)
and between CEFT and reading (p £.01). These findings are consistent with
the previous correlational analysis and stromely sugeast that the modified

JARQ and the CFFT not only show a relatiouship wiih reading and arithmetic,
&

but have value in prediction of success and fzilure in these academic pur-
suits. It would be anticipated that these relatioaships will be further
clarified with the increase in sample size at each age level.

Another hypothesis tested in this study was that there would be a
developmental trend moving from an external (or lesser iaternal) frame of

' 16




reference to greater intermzlity. As ind dicated, this hypothesis was tested
empirically by a trend aralysis and statistica:ly by examining the sig-
nificance betwcen {h2 means at cach age level for each persomality scale

In genmeral, the hypothesis was sustained. This is clearly evident in the
graphic preseantation in zll cases except that for the CPT,

However, the statistical analysis indicates that the between-age mean
differences, although cftern in the expected direction were sometimes non-
significant, and there is a further indication that each of the scales
represents a2 different davleopmental seguence. For example, the modified
JARQ reveals a consistent developmental pattern from lesser to greater
internality with a plateau at yeazr 13, The graphic data indicates con-
tinued growth in internality; but the statistical findings revaal that the

o~~~

mean differences for years 13 and 15 éo not differ statistically. .
<
The CEFT alsc presenrts z consistent developmental pattern from depen-
dence to independence from year 9 to 15. 1t is noteworthy, however, that
the mean differences between ages 9 and 11 do not differ statistically
and, that the major movement toward field-independence appears to start
betwv?n ages 11 end 13 and continues through age 15.

The trend analyses for the CLC indicates that there is a shift toward
internal conirol at year 9 and a platzau from ages 11 to 15. The staticstical
analysis 1nd1c tes no difference in mean scores for years 11, 13, and 15;
but there is a significaent difference at 211 of these ages when compared to

din

year 9. Considering the findings of previocus research,; ii is pessible that
the upward trend for the CLC sitarts before age 9, and that our sasple has
tapped only the upper portion of the external to internal trend. A specific
sample of children below C4 9 would be esseatizl to evaluate this possibility.

r stcat

iz

The CPT in this study did not show an ical trend and was apparcnt-
ly unable to discriminate with our populat may be due to its
limited sampling of behavior amd its raLher amorphous structure.

ist
This

nm

.0

The trend analysis of the RP-T dimensions indicates that Extra-
punitivenecss (E) plateaus from 9 to 13 and then decreascs after age 13,
Intropunitiveness (I) shifits after age 11 and plateaus ai age 123, and
Impunitiveness (M) increases after 9 and plateaus at age 11. 1In the case
of the (E) dimension, an extension of the age range unvaxds appears
appropriate in order to evaluate if this decriment in E continues. In the
case of the () dimension, an extension of the age range dowrsrard is suggested
in order to evaluate if we have sampled the upper ernd of a developwmental
curve. The developmental trend in the RP-F dimension strongly suggests that
the time beatween ages 11 and 13 are crucial for the developmental of 1ntro"
punitiveness as a response to frustration.

The partial correlations betwesn both MA and CA and tha behavioral
variables has indicat2d that with some of the latter, CA was a more relevant
developmental dimension, whereas with others, MA scemed to be more releva pL
The reasons for these findirgs are not immediately discrenmable. Perhaps
when the additiopal data is added to the aunalysis the various differential
relationships will become clarified.

For the preseat, our data strongly suggests that the modified JARQ, the

Cs¥T, and the RP 1 may be uscful for diapnostic and predictive purposes in
the academic achieveomant of the wmentally retavded.

17
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The present results must be viewed in the context thzt the data under
consideration represeant only a porticn of the total findings to be analiyzed .
eventually. Since this was a correlational study, it is fully recognized
that the relationships found may be due partially te the statistical arti-
facts of limited sample size and unrepreseniative distributions and that the
results may be altered radically with the inclusion of the additoaal subjects.

wn

Within the context of these limitations, the following findings appear
to represent those trends in the present sample which are expected to be
sustazined with the increase in the total sample sizs.

L 3

1. A 31011 icant *ela;vonSQLg exists betwesn specific personality
scales and achievement. These personality scales include the modified
Intellectual Acnlpv ema2nt Responsibility Questicmnaire {TARQ), the Children's
Embadded Figures Test (CE¥TI), and the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Test (RP-F).
Throughout the analysiz this constellation of scales has showsn consistency in
their relationships to each other, have bcer identifiable as distinct factors
in the factor analysis, have becn relateé to succcss and failure in academiz
achievement, and have shown significant developzental trends in both the
empirical findings aad the statistical analyses. Comnsequently, they appear
to show great promiss as climical diagnostic tools vhich may be highly relevant
in academic settings for the meatally retardad. '

o

-

i
ist
1

2. The lack of relationship of the Children's Picture Test (CPT) and the
Childres‘’s Locus of Contxol (CLC) to each other or #o any of the variables
studied is noteworthy. This non-relationship vas coansistent at almost every
age level and ir the present total sample. Thase findings strongly suggest
that the latter tests of internal vs. externzl conixol arc apparenily measur-
ing different aspects of these dimensions than are being measured by the IARQ,
the CEFT oxr the RP-F. More specifically, the CPT and CLC appear to tap the
more global, abstract aspects of the internal-exteranal diﬁ3L51oa as compared
to those tapped by the rather concrete,; structured, si naly based mater-
ials in the CEFT and the IARG.

‘J

3. The observed developmental trends were all in the expected direction.
Significant trends were notzd in all behavioral scales except the CPT.
Particularly meaningful were those trends involving the TARQ, CE¥T, and LIZ-F.
However, even in those cases, the specific age levels of this study did not
allow for definitiwve data as to points of shift from externality to internality.
Nevertheless, the consistency of the obtained data stwongly suggests the
ampLlz apparently needs expansion

validity of the personality dimension; and the samplz aj
in size and in age levels for more definitive findiags,
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Table 1

' ) Population Break Down According to Race and Sex

v AT

White Non-lfhite Total

3 Male 30 36 65

) Female 22 32 5¢

g

Total 52 68 - 120

ol
/
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Table II

io
s50nia

ns, and Ranges of Descriptive
1ity Sczles and Reading

and Arithmetic Grade Level for Edecably

Meatally R:

rded Children

Variables| Ace 9(1=30) | Age 11(=30) | Age 13(¥=30) | Ace i5(¥=30) ! Total(K=120)
X 70.30 $4.50 9%..73 114.13 90.91
MA | R 57-84 67-101 70-112 92-1&4 57-14%
SD 7.38 10. 5% 13.57 16.06 20.17
X 142.64
ca { Rl 102-113 125-1%3 150-160 174-185  § 102-185
Isp 26.52
X 12.00 13.66 15.50 16..46 14 .40
IRAQ | R 6-19 8-21 9-22 10-20 6-22
SD %.86 2.89 3.29 2 Lk 3.48
X k.46 k.76 7.43 10.43 6.77
CEFT | R/ 1-11 0-10 1-16 3-20 i 0-20
SD 2.60 2.23 % .68 5.01 4.52
X 15.46 14 .46 i%.23 14.13 14.57
CPT | R 9-26 6-23 9-22 | 6-23 i 6-26
SD 4. 50 .03 3.57 3.81 i 5.03___
X 12.50 10.93 12.83 13.23 12.37
CIC {R 4-18 4-18 8-19 9-18 i 4-19
SD 3.53 2.97 2.78 2.17 3.03
X 11.06 9.20 8.86 8.73 9.45
RP-F(E): R 3-20 1-17 5-15 ] 4-17 i 1-20
SD 4 .00 4.15 2.30 3.09 3.70
X 4L.16 4.43 5.46 5.93 5.00
RP-F(I)i R 0-10 0-0 1-10 3-9 } 0-10y
3D 2.38 1.66 1.94 1.50 i 2.03
X _i0 8.33 7.26 8.50 7.30
P-F (M) R 0-11 2-15 2-15 2-12 0-15
) 2.65 3.33 .09 2.66 3.24
X 1.12 1.81 1.93 ] 2.96 1.95
RCL |Rj .01-2.7 |  .05-%.7 06-6.3 1.1-7.2 | .01-7.2
SD KA .88 1.03 1.52 | 1.25
| Xi 1.25 2.12 2.76 3.50 2.41
acL [R| .02-2.8 06-3.6 03-4.5 |  1.4-5.9 .02-5.9
sp .70 .73 98 I 1.01 1.20 i
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Table IiT

3 . The Relationships Among the Persomality

g0

Scales to Each Other and to

WRAT Scores at age 9 (¥=30)

Variablies MA

CLC RP-F(E) PRP-F(Z

RP-F(3)

MA

CPFT
CicC

RP-F(TE)

Lt
~

-
i

RP-F(T

)

-]

t

RP-F(

RGL

SRR Tt T

AGL

.03 37"

.30

.03
.27

42

‘ *  Sigaificant bayond
3 Tants

o o

Significant beyond

.05 level

.01 level




Table IV
Relationships Among the Personality-
Scales to Each Other aad o

WRAT Scores at Age 11 (#=30)

~

BT WS b ln e kT K o

ISR

LU T

LTINS

o em

Variables

CLC RP-F(E) PRP-F(I) RP-F(¥) RGL

AGL

MA
ILRQ

CEFT

RP-F(E)
RP-F(I)
RP-F (1)
RCL

AGL

o 06 -.34 -,07 .02 .15 2z
.13 -.03 .01 -.07 .39 .16
~.10 .19 -.08 Ll .34
-.21 -.13 -.06 .05
.26 -.22 -.12
-.34 -.76%

.03
.05

.26

1]
[y v ¥ fobhe e EREEE 1 g
W . dod $ L N SRS BT S L P IR Y i LI Y S A S A S 2 4 I I N AT g £ b O AR T Lt p

.GO
«35

515

Significant beyond ,05

level

~% Significant beyond .01 leval
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Table V
Relationships Among the Personality

Scales o Each Other and to

WRAT Scores at Age 13 {(¥=30)

Variables MA TARQ CEFT CPT CLC RP-F(E) RP-F(I) RP-F(¥)

MA -.12 .23 -,01 -,16 .25 -.20 -.23
TARQ -.02 .04 .07 .06 .18 -.01
CEET . .08 -.20 ,13 -.11 -.01
CPT - ~-.01 -.29 -.21 .31
CLC -.27 .07 .20
RP-F(E) ~.27 - 607
RP-F (1) ' : -.21
RP-F (D)

RGL

ACL

EX]

Significant beyornd .05 level

?

« Significant beyond .01 lewvel
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Table Vi
Relationships Among the Personality

Scales to Each Other and o

WRAT Scores £t Age 15 (3i=30Q)

£

Variables MA TARQ CEFfTf CPT CLC RP-F(E) RP-F(I) RP-F(¥) RGL AGL.

MA 03 .26 .11 -,26 -.27 .12 .36 -.22 .01
IARQ -.16 .24 -,40% .09 -.20 .03 .05 .0C

CEEFT ] .05 .20 -.36% -.04 505 -,08 05

A
(o]
!
[ ]
N
w
!
[ ]
o
=
[ ]
oY
(o]
[ ]
D
~]
[ ]
N
l\

RP-F(E) _ -48%F - 8% - 05 -.03
RP-F(I) .02 03 1D
RP-F (i) . : -.03 .05
RGL .38%

ACL

%« Significant beyond .05 level

%% Significant beyond .01 lewvel
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Tadle VIL
Relationships Batween the Personality
Scales and WRAT Scores Total Sample

(¥=120)

Variables CA IABRQ CEF? CPT CLC RP-F(E) RP-F(I) RP-F(H) RGL  ACGL

MA T3 LG 5% - 14 06 -,17 L 32 ADEE gl
cA 50 48%% -,15 16 -,22% J33%: 299 525k 67T
IARQ .23%  -,03 .06 -.17 225 L2526 37

CE#T -,01 .10 --,21% 32 J33%% I Ltk

RP-F(E) ~ Ll - 65%k -, 18% -.21%

o
i

RP-F(I) . ’ .18 .20 385

RP-F(¥ - L2533

3 AGL ;
3 . s , &
3 % Significant beyoné .05 level

2
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- * Table VIIiX

2
]
joud
N\Y
o
N

and Academic Achievement,

Souxrce 2 df P ' .

IARQ--Reading 4 .84 1 £.05

TARQ--Arithmetic . 5.26 1 (.05
CEFT--Reading 10.22 1 - .01
CEFT--Arithmetic .58 1 N.S.
CPT--Reading 5.79 1 - <02
CPT--Arithmatic 2.34 i N.S.
CLC--Reading .74 ' 1 N.S.
CIC--Airthmetic .38 1 N.S.
RP-F--Reading 3.41 1 N.S.
RP-F--Arithretic 1.71 1 - N.s.

28




RTINS T

Table IX
Unrotated and Rotated Factor Matrices,
* Personality Scales and WRAT Scores,
- (N=120)
Variables. Unrotated Matrix Rotated Matrix
I IT A B
JARQ -.%2 .10 .42 -.10
CEFT _ -.54 .10 =53 -.16
CPT ' .06 -.27 .18 -.22
CLC -.lé .14 .17 .07
TE -.59 .52 -.28 .73
RP-F(TI) ‘ -.51 -.03 =44 -.26
RP-F (T) -.63 -.41 ' .37 -.65
RGL | -.57 .32 ' .65 .02
AGL -.73 .36 -81 .01

Loading (.35) are considered sjienificant. 1ey are underlined.
(] (o] 3
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Table X

Analysis of Variance Summary Table

for I14RQ
SOURGE ss as - MS F D
Between 353.36 3 117.79 12.43 {.01
VWithin 109¢.63 116 9,L8
Total 1452 ,69 119

30




Table XTI

Means and SD's for TARQ at
Each Age Level

Age Group N X SD
9 30 12.00 .44
11 30 13.66 2,9
13 30 - 15.50 3.35
15 30 16.46 2,48

31
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Table XII .

Duncan's Technique: Matrix of
Significants for IARQ
9 Yrs. i1 Irs. 13 ¥Yrs.

11 yrs, "« 508
13 yrs, 10.097 1.421 .

15 yrs. 15.090 6.263 -3.326

Positive values are significant.
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Table XTIIT

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
for CEFT
Source ss df MS F p
Between 695,356 . 3 231,79 15.23 <{.01
Within 1765.57 116 15,22
Total 2460.93 119
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Table XIV

Means and SD's for CEFT at
Each Age Lewel

N X SD
Age 9 30 4,47 2.65 |
Ags 11 30 4,77 2.27
Age 13 30 7.43 4,76
Age 15 3¢ 10.43 5.10
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Table XV

g Yvs. 11 Yrs, 13 ¥xs.

11 Yrs. -9.281
12 ¥rs, 4,752 3.682

15 ¥rs., 20.801 19.540 5.508
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Table XVI

Analysis of Variance Sumaary Table
for CiC

Sourcz ss df MS F D
Between 91.23 3 30.41 3.48 <.05
Within . 1014.90 116 8.75

Total

36




’ Table XVIT

Mean's and SD's for CiC at
Each Age Level

N X SD
Age ¢ 30 12.50 3.60
Age 11 30 10.93 3.02
Age 13 30 12.83 2.83
Age 15 30 13.23 2.21
37
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3 Table XVIIX
Duncan's Technique: Mzatrix of Significance
. for CLC
$ 9 Yrs. 11 Yrs. 13 Yrs.

] 11 Yrs. .299

1 13 Yrs. 1.690 -6.456

; 15 Yrs. 3,591 ~4.700 -6.091
: Positive values are significant.




Table XIX

Analysis of Variance Suwnary Table

RP-F(E)
Source $s df MS F P
Between 105.87 3 35.29 2.66 < .05
Within 1540.00 116 13.28
Total 1645.87 112




Table XX

Mean's and SD's for TE at

Each £ge Level

.

N X SD
9 Yrs. 30 11.07 %.08
il Yrs. 30 9.20 4£.22
i3 Yrs. 30 8.87 2.96
15 Yrs. 30 8.73 3.15
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11 ¥Yzrs.

13 ¥rs.

11 Yrs. -9.472
13 ¥rs. -8.182

15 ¥rs. 1.685

-8.376

-8.376

1.312

.022

Positive values ore significant.
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Table XXIT
Analysis of Variance Summary

Table for RP-F(I)

Source sS df MS F P
Between 63.13 3 21.04 5.61 <.05
Within 434,87 116 3.75

Total 498.00 112
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Table XXIIX
Mean's and Standard Deviations for

I at Each Age Level

.

9 Yrs. ) 30 4.17
11 Yrs. 30 ' A
12 Yrs. 30 . 5.47

15 Yrs. 36 5.93

2.42

1.70

1.98

1.53
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Table XIV

Duncan's Technique: Matrix of Sienificance for E
o

9 Yrs. 11 Yrs. 13 Yrs.
11 Yrs. -3.961
13 Yrs. 1.414 .238
15 ¥rs. 3.781 2.510 ~-2.865

Positive values are significant.
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Table XXV

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for RGL

Source Ss df MS F p
Between 52.09 3 - 17.36 - 14.56 .01
Within 138.36 116 1.1¢

Total 190.4= 119
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Table XXVI

Mean's and SD's for RGL at Each Ase Level

N X SD
9 Yrs. .30 1.12 .66
11 Yrs. 30 1.81 .90
13 7rs. 30 1.9 1.06
15 Yrs. . 30 2.97 1.55
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Table XXVII
Duncan'a Techaigue: Mztrix of

Significants for RGL

9 Yrs. 11 Yrs. 13 ¥rs.
11 Yrs. .703
13 Y¥Yrs. 1.236 -2.364
15 Yrs. 6.771 - 3,117 2.584

Positive values are significant
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Table XXVIZIL

Analysis of Variance Summary Table

for AGL
Source ss df M3 F P
Betweaen 82.30 3 27.43 34.89 .01
Within 91.20 116 .79
Total 173.50 119




Table XXIX

Mean's and SD's for AGL at Each Age Level

N X SD

9 Yrs. 30 1.25 172
11 Yrs. 30 2.13 .75
13 Yrs. 30 2.76 1.00
15 Yrs. 30 3.51 1.03

49
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Table XXX

-~

Duncan's Technique: Matrixz of Significanzs for AGL

9 Yrs. 11 Yrs. 13 Yrs.
11 2.301
13 5.639 .986
15 9.642 4 .945 1.607

Positive values are significant.
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Figure B

CEFT Developmental Trend

at Each CA Level.
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RP-F Developmental Trend

at Each CA Level.




Figure F

3 WRAT Developmental Trend
at Each CA level.
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Appendix Aj

The AR Scale

If a teacher passes you to the next grade, would it
probebly be

a. because she liked you, or

b. because of the work you did?

2. When you do well on a test at school is it more likely
to be
I+ a., because ycu studied for it, or _
b. because the test was espscizlly easy?
3. When you have trouble understanding something in school,

—_—
I -
A —————

4.

- ]

is it usually
a. because the teacher didn!t explain it clearly, or
b. because you didn!t listen carefully?

£}

When you read a story and can!t remember much of i%,
is it usually
a. because the story wasn't well written, or
A
e

b. because you weren!t interested in the story?

5. Suppose your parents say you are doing well in school,
Is this likely to happen
I + ‘a, because your school work is good, or
b. beczvse they are in a good mood?
6. Suppose you did better than usuzl in a subject at school.
Would it probably happen
I+ 2. becavse you tried harder, or
b. because someone helpad vou?
7. When you loze at a game of cards or checkers, does it
usvally happen s
. a. because the other p’a"e” is good at the game, or
I -~ b. because you don't play well?
8. Suppose a person doesn't think you are very bright or
clever.
I - a. can you make him change his mind if you try to, or
b. are there some people who will thisnk youlre not very
bright no matter what yocu do?
9. If you solve a puzzle quickly, is it
a. becausc it wasn't a2 very hard puzzle, or
I+ _b., because you worked om it carecfully?
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. e 1AR Scale

10.

12.

I+

—————

13.

I+

14.

I-_

15.

I-_

16.

a
__a. because they a

If a boy or girl t

morée iikely that t
re mad at you, or

b. because what you did really wasn!t very bright?

Suppose you study to becoms a teacher, sciesntist, or

doctor and you feil. Do you think this would happen

a. because you didn't work hard enough,.or

b. because you needed some help, and other people
didn!'t give it to you? )

When you learn something quickly in school, is it usually

a. because you paid close attenticn, or

b. beczuse the teacher explazined it clearly?

If a teacher says to you, 'Your work is fime,® is it
a. something teachers usually say to enccurage pupils, or
b. because you did a goed job?

)

Wher you find it hard to work arithmetic or mat

lems at school, is it

a. because you didnit study well eaough before you
tried thezma, or )

b. because the teacher gave problems that were too kard?

When you forget semething you hezrd in class, is i
-» -3 1

z S
a. bacause the teacher didnft explain it very wve
b. because you didnl!t try very ha 7

Suppose you werenlt sure aboul the answer to a ques-
tion your teacher asked you, but your answer turaed

out to be right. Is it likely to happen

a. because she wasn!t as particular &s ususl, or

b. because you gave the best amswer you could think of?

R L g & Vo Rk

Q
o)
e
(@)
kh
e
<l
e
(=1
1]
ol
d

T - 3 £ PO | - st
Vhen you rcad & story and re:xenoer n

If your parents tell you youlre acting silly and nov
thinking clea»ly, is it more likely to bz
. becanse of scmething you did, or
feeli

58
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; ‘The IAR Scale : . 3.
1" .
’ _ ) )
: .19, When you doanlt do well oa a test at school, is it
- a. because the test was espscially hard, or
' I - b. because you diédat't study for it?
, 20, When you win at a game of cards or checkers, does it
¢ happen .
}
% I + a. bzcause you play rezl well, or
k- ] b. because the other persoan doesn?t play well?
{
| 21. If peonle think youn're bright or clever, is it
g a. because they happea to like you, cr
3 I+ b. because you usually act that way?
, 22. If a teacher didn!t pass ycu to the next grade, would
it probzbdbly be
a, because she "nad it in for you, " or
I - b. because vcur school work wasn!t good emough?
3 23. Suppose you don't do as well as usual in a subject at
. - . school., Would this prcbably happen

bably haz

z2use you weren!t as carcful as usual, or
h {
a

be you and kept you from

el
e
b. because someshody bothere

| working? - ]
!
24. If a boy or girl tells you that you zre bright, is it
usually

a, beczuse
. b. becaunse they like you

-
+
“

25. Suppese you bscame a famous teachsr, scientist or

: doctcr. Do you think this would happen

2 a. bezcause other people helped you when you nceded it, or
I+ b, because you worked very hzrd? :

T A I TN N

26. Suppose your parents say you aren'!t doing well in your
! school work., Is this likely to happen more
4 I - a, becazuse your work isalt very good, or
; b. becausc they are fceling sraunky?
27. Suppose ¥ou are shouwing a friend howr to play a game
and he has trouble with it, Would that happen
a. because he waznlt 2hie to vaderstand how to play, or
I- b. because you conldnlt explaza it wcll?
28. Vhen you find it easy to work arithactic cor math prob-
lemes ot school, is iy

ule

oM

L3 . 1 - - - . -
the teacher gave you espech
‘ 3

11y easy problems, or
1 5/

[a g - A oy LA
re you tricd them?

er

\Y]

- a, beczuse
I + b. beczuse you studiced your bock we

¢\

D
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The IAR Scale : 3

20, When you remember scmething you heard im class, is it
usvally _
I+ a. because you tried hard to remember, or
b. because the teacher explained it well?

30. If you can't work a puzzle, is it more likely to happen

I - a. because you are not especially gosd at working
puzzles, oz 3

b. because the instructions wereanlt written clearly
enough?

31. If your pa arents tell you that you are br*cnt or clever
is it more likel ) :

2. because they are feeling gcod, or

I+ b. because of somcthing you did?
32. Suppose vou are explaining how to play a game to a

friend and he learns quickly. Would that happen more often
I+ a. because you explained it well, or

w 2
b. because he was 2ble to understand i

¢k
N

33. Suppose youlre not sure'about the answer qhv,v10ﬂ
your teachier asks you and the answer yoa give turns
out to be wrong. Is it likely to happen

se she was more particular then usual, or
I - b. because you ansvered too guiclly?

AT AT TR R NT AT R TR TR I Rl
h ik

34. If a teacher says to you, "Iry to do be tter; " would it be
a. becausc this is something she might
pupils to try harder, or
I - h. because your work wasn't as good as usuzal?

LA

AT

SO TR AT v T A R AT
L]

TR
w [N

T

THATT TRTR AR AT et VT TR P AT R T T
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Eppendix A2

s TAR) (Modified)

instroztions:

This is not a test. T am itrying To find out how kxids your ags
think about certain things. I am going to ask you some questions
and you pick the answer that best descriuves what happens to you
or how you feel. If you want me %o repeal a guestion, ask me.

Do you understand? All right, listen carefully and answer.

Examples:

- i. Which do you like best
a) apples or
b) orangss

2. If you had a nickle what would you buy
a) chocolate bzr or
b) lolypop

|

|

‘; TARQ SCALE
|

1. Vhen you pass a test, is it
+a) because you studied, or
b) because it was easy

2. When you find it hard to understand school work, is it
a) because the teacher did not explain it enough, or
-b) Dbecause you did not listen carefully

SR (RN

3. If you can't remember a story, is it
a) because the story wasn't good, or
~b) because you just weren't interested

4. If your parents tell you your school work is good, is it
+a) because your work is really good, or
b) because they feel good

5. When you do better in school, is it
+a) Dbecause you iry hard, or
b) because somebody helped you

6. If ancther child says you are dumb, is it
a) because they are mad at you, or
-b)  Dbecause you did something dumb

7. 1If you loose a game that you are playing with another child, is it
a) because he is very good at it, or
b) because you don't play well

8. If you do a puzzle quickley, is it
a) because it wasn't very hard, or

+b)  becavse you worked on it carefully
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10.

11.

12.

130

15.

18.

19.

20.

21.

When you learn quickly, is it
+a) bescauss you lisisrn carefully, or
b) tecause the teacher explains it well

If your teacher says, "Your work is fine," is it
a) because she says that to all the children, or
+b) because you did a goond job

If you find arithmetic very hard to de, is it
-a) because you didn't study emough, or
b) Dbecauses the teacher gives hard problems

Yhen you forget somesthing the teacher said, is it
a) because she didn't explain it well, or
-b) because you didn'try to remember it

if you remember a story, is it
+a)  becauss you were interested, or
b) becauss the story was good

If your pareins say you are acting silly, is it
-a) because of somsthing you did, or
b) because thsy feel mean

When you don't paus 2 test, ig it -

a) Dbecause the test was too hard, or
-b) because you dida't siudy

If you win a game that you are playing with anoitker child, is it
+a) because you play well, or

b) bscauss he isn't very good at it

When you do poorly in school, is it
-a) because you weren't careful, or
b} Dbecause somebody kept you from working

If another child says you are smart, is it
+a) becauses you are really smart, or
b) Decause they feel bad

If your parents tell you your school work isn't good, is it
~a) because your work isn't good, or
b) because they feel bad

If yoiu find arithmetic easy to do, is it
a) because the teacher gives easy problems, or
+b)  because you study hard

When you remember something the teacher said, is it

+a) because you tried hard to remember
D) because the teacher explained it well
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22. If you can't do a puzzle, is it
-a) Dbecause jyou aven't gocd at puzzles; or
b) because the instructioans weren't gcod

23. If your parents say you are smari, is it
a) because they are feeling good, or
+b) because you did something smart

2/, If your teacher says "your work isn’'t good, ¥ is it
a) becauss she says this to everybody, or
~b) becauss your work reaily wasn't good

Check items

1. When you pass a test, is it
b) becausz it was easy, or
+a) because vou studied

2. When you find it hare do understand school work, is it
Y - - Ped
-b) because you didn'’t listern carefully
2) Dbecause the teacher didn't explain it enough.
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Appendix B

. Children's Picture Test .
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* Appendix C

Children's Embedded Figure Test
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Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Test
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Appendix E

Chiidren's l.ocus of Control Scale

(Bialer ~ Cromwell)

Children'!s Locus of Control Scale

Instructions

This is not & test. I am just trying to find out how
kids your age think about certain things. I am going
ask you some questiocns to sece how you feel about thes
There are no right or wrong answers to these quesiions.

cr
¢t O
jon o

poe

o]

0¢

o I
o w o

Some kids sa; "Yes" and some say "No." Vhen I ask the ques-
tion, if wou think your aasser should be yes, or mostly yes,
say "Yes." If you think the answer should be no, or mostly
no, say "Ho." Remember, different children give different
answers, and there is no right Or Wrong answer. Just say
tyes® ox -%o,* depsunding on how you thirnk the guestion
should be answered. If you want me to repaav & guestiocn,
ask me. Do you understand?. All right, iisten carcefully,
and answer "Yes' cr "No,V
1p. When somebody geots mad a2t you, do you usually feel
there is nobhing you can do about 1t? ;
2f. Do vou really believe 2 kid can be whatever he wanus

-y &

to be

3f. When people are msan Lo you ceuld
did something to make the n

Af, -Do you usually malie up your mind zbout scmesthing with-

r

5f, Can you do anything abouc what is going to happzn tonoproir?

- * * -
6. When pzople are good TC you, s it usunally beczusa you
. did something to moke them be pgood?

7€. Can you e:er ma2ie ccher people do Things you want thenm
to do?

8. Do you ever think that lids your age can chrnge things
thst arve happening in the world?

of. If ancthevr child was going o it yoar, could you do
Lo
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